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Abstract 
The chapter reviews comparative research on young people’s transitions between initial education and work, focusing on OECD and especially European countries.  The processes and outcomes of transition vary across countries.  Researchers attribute these variations, and their persistence in the face of globalization, to institutional differences between national ‘transition systems’.  The chapter describes four explanatory frameworks which respectively analyze transition systems in terms of characteristics of education systems, labor-market structures, linkages between education and work and welfare regimes.  It reviews typologies of transition systems derived from these explanatory frameworks and their inter-connections, and it notes that no typology explains all the variation in national transition systems.  It briefly reviews strategies for policy learning from cross-national comparisons of transitions.  It concludes that transition systems should be understood as clusters of institutional arrangements that generate a distinctive ‘logic’ of transitions in each country.  
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Introduction
Towards the end of the twentieth century research on transitions from initial education to work took a comparative turn.  Up to the 1980s education-work transitions were an important topic of research in many countries but nearly all this research was conducted at national or local level.  It was nationally idiosyncratic and reflected countries’ different policy concerns and different concepts of transition.  Interest in cross-national comparisons developed in the 1970s, when youth unemployment rates began to rise and policy-makers wanted to know how other countries addressed the problem (Reubens, 1977; OECD, 1977).  Growing concerns about national economic competitiveness and the contribution that education and training could make to it inspired several comparative studies of education, and especially of vocational education and training, in the 1980s (e.g. IMS, 1984; OECD, 1985; Hamilton, 1987); and by the end of the decade studies comparing education-work transitions in different countries began to appear (e.g. Allmendinger, 1989; Rosenbaum & Kariya, 1989).  The momentum continued through the 1990s.  Social scientists who had studied education-work transitions within their own countries compared their findings at international conferences and formed networks and research teams to make international comparisons (Ryan, Garonna & Edwards, 1991; Shavit & Müller, 1998; EGRIS, 2001; Raffe, 2001).  The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) held high-level conferences on education-work transitions (OECD, 1999a; Stern & Wagner, 1999), launched a fourteen-country Thematic Review in 1996 (OECD, 2000) and developed transition indicators for its Education at a Glance indicator series.  The European Union commissioned comparative research projects on education-work transitions (Hannan & Werquin, 2001) and added an Ad Hoc Module on the subject to its Labour Force Survey in 2000 (Kogan & Müller, 2003).  Comparative studies, both qualitative and quantitative, became progressively more rigorous; descriptive ‘side-by-side’ comparisons of transitions in different countries (e.g. Ashton & Lowe, 1991) led on to more structured comparisons in which national studies shared a common theoretical frame and addressed common research questions (e.g. Shavit & Müller, 1998), to comparative analyses of cross-national data (Müller & Gangl, 2003) and to studies which collected new data on a cross-national basis (Teichler, 2007).  Comparative transition research continued to develop in the 2000s, increasing in methodological sophistication (Brzinsky-Fay, 2007), theoretical ambition (Blossfeld et al., 2005) and in the number and range of countries covered (Huitfeldt, 2008). 
Two rather paradoxical messages have emerged from this research.  On the one hand, the global trends that affect education and the labor market have had the greatest and most adverse impact on young people in transition between the two.  These young people are increasingly disadvantaged relative to older workers.  They face higher risks of unemployment or underemployment and they are more vulnerable to economic fluctuations and to structural changes in employment.  Policies to improve skills and to promote a knowledge economy impact most directly on young people.  On the other hand, these global trends are not leading to cross-national convergence.  There are wide differences across countries in the experiences, processes and outcomes of education-work transitions, and these differences persist.  Countries are not moving towards a single model of transition.  
Comparative researchers explain persistent national differences in transition patterns in terms of institutional differences between countries.  The processes and outcomes of transition, they argue, are shaped by the education and training system, the labor market, the welfare system, family structures and other institutions whose character and interrelationship vary across countries.  Together these societal institutions comprise what I shall call a transition system, defined as ‘the relatively enduring features of a country’s institutional and structural arrangements which shape transition processes and outcomes’ (Smyth et al., 2001, p. 19); other terms such as ‘institutional effects’ (Müller & Shavit, 1998), ‘dimensions of societal variation’ (Kerckhoff, 2000) and ‘transition regimes’ (Walther, 2006) express a similar idea.  Each transition system generates a particular ‘logic’ which shapes transitions within that country.  Transition systems do not easily change because they have deep historical and cultural roots, and because their different elements are mutually reinforcing.  
The concept of transition system raises particular issues for policy analysts.  Policy-makers typically use cross-national comparisons to find out ‘what works’ and identify best practice.  They became interested in comparisons of transitions in the 1980s and 1990s because they wanted to know which policies and models of education and training most effectively promoted skill acquisition and tackled youth unemployment and social exclusion.  But the search for best practice implies transferability: it assumes that the policy or provision that works best in one country will also work best in another.  The concept of transition system casts doubt on this assumption by suggesting that transitions in different countries may be shaped by contrasting logics: policies and provision that are effective in terms of one system’s logic may be ineffective in another.  The policy transfer or ‘policy borrowing’ that is associated with the concept of best practice may need to be replaced by a broader concept of ‘policy learning’ (Raffe, 2007; ETF, 2008).  
This chapter reviews comparative research on education-work transitions and asks:
	What are the main similarities and differences in the experiences, processes and outcomes of education-work transitions in different countries?
	How can differences between countries be explained?
	Can policy lessons be drawn from comparing transitions in different countries, and if so how?  
The chapter focuses on OECD countries, and especially on European countries.  This is partly for pragmatic reasons: we know more about national differences within Europe than elsewhere, as a result of European-funded research projects, European networks of researchers and the availability of European data sources.  However, the chapter refers, where appropriate, to countries outside Europe and especially to the United States (US) and Japan, which have been influential in conceptual and theoretical development as well as in policy debates about education-work transitions.

Similarities and differences in education-work transitions
Similarities
Below I suggest three common features of education-work transitions in different countries which analysts have used as the basis for analysing transition systems.  
The first common feature is that young people leaving initial education have a different, and generally less favorable, position in the labor market than more experienced workers.  In all OECD countries the youth unemployment rate is higher than the adult rate, and in most countries it is more than double (OECD, 2008a).  Young people move more frequently between jobs and between employment and unemployment (Couppié & Mansuy, 2003).  Compared with ‘adult’ jobs youth jobs are less secure, lower paid and at a lower occupational level (Quintini & Martin, 2006).  This is not because young people have lower aspirations: in most countries their orientations to employment remain strong and conventional (Krahn & Lowe, 1999).  Young people entering the labor market compete as ‘outsiders’ with ‘insiders’ who have more job experience and access to business networks.  Compared with more experienced workers they are an unknown quantity for employers who incur a higher risk in recruiting them than when recruiting adults.  Employers therefore rely on indirect measures of a young worker’s potential, such as educational qualifications or information obtained through personal or institutional networks.  Moreover, employers may need to invest more heavily in training young people than in training older workers whom they recruit.  And the relative disadvantage of young people is increasing.  Their position in the labor market relative to adults has deteriorated despite a general rise in their occupational aspirations (Freeman, 1999).  As one study concluded, ‘it is particularly young adults who can be described as the losers of the globalization process’ (Buchholz et al., 2009, p.67).  
Second, in all countries the education and training system plays a role in preparing and selecting young people for the labor market.  Van der Velden (2001) lists three functions of education: skills production, screening/selection (sorting students into different tracks) and allocation (influencing allocation to jobs).  Some commentators add a fourth function, socialization; or they interpret ‘skills production’ to include the development of appropriate identities, expectations, attitudes and dispositions to work.  In addition to knowledge and technical skills, ‘soft skills’ such as personal and interpersonal skills, career management skills and self-confidence are important; policies for youth transitions increasingly emphasise general employability skills and aim to make individuals responsible for managing their own transitions (Brooks, 2009; Wyn, 2009).
Third, education-work transitions are highly differentiated.  They vary widely across young people with different levels of education; educational attainment is typically the most powerful objective predictor of transitions.  Educational levels have increased substantially over the past few decades (especially among young women, who have overtaken males).  This has led to a downgrading of educational credentials in absolute terms - the same credential buys a less desirable job than in the past - but not in relative terms: the differentials, especially between university graduates and others, are generally as wide as ever.  Conversely, young people who leave education with few or no qualifications continue to have the greatest difficulty in making the transition.  These differences interact with, and often compound, other inequalities in transitions including those associated with social class, race or ethnicity and disability (Furlong & Cartmel, 2007).  And despite the increased participation of young women in traditionally male subjects and occupations, and to a smaller extent the increased participation of young men in traditionally female fields, processes and outcomes of transition continue to differ hugely between males and females (Smyth et al., 2001; Gayle, Lambert & Murray, 2009).
These three features are important, not only because they reflect common cross-national aspects of transitions, but also because they are starting points for analyses of country differences.  For example, Rosenbaum et al. (1990) argue that employers in different countries respond to a shared problem - poor information about school leavers’ job performance - by using information available through institutional networks; these networks are constituted differently in different countries, resulting in different patterns and outcomes of transition.  Van der Velden (2001) similarly analyzes differences between transition systems in terms of the ways their different institutional arrangements handle the three common functions of skills production, selection/screening and allocation.

The ‘new model’ of transition
A fourth common feature of education-work transitions, or at least one which tends to be discussed by researchers as if it were a universal trend, concerns the concept of transition itself.  Many researchers stress that education-work transitions cannot be represented as a single, abrupt movement from full-time education to full-time employment.  The transition process takes much longer (typically from around age 15 to age 25, according to the OECD’s Thematic Review), and it involves a sequence of transitions starting from the point when educational pathways begin to diverge and ending around the time when a young person achieves a relatively stable position in employment (OECD, 2000).  The sequence of subjective transitions, such as the stages in acquiring and consolidating an occupational identity, may only partly coincide with the objective transitions to which they relate, and may be even more prolonged (Brooks, 2009).  The transition process may involve several intermediate statuses between learning and work, such as work-experience programs and temporary jobs, or dual statuses which combine learning and work, such as apprenticeships or part-time student jobs.  It may involve reverse transitions, from the labor market back into education, and yo-yo transitions between the two (Thiessen & Looker, 1999; Walther et al., 2005).  The transition process is complex, diverse and individualized: it tends to be a unique biographical experience, not shared with other group members.  It seems less predictable, and young people’s identities are consequently more fluid.  Some commentators perceive more scope for individual choice and agency:  ‘[i]nstead of following pre-ordained, scripted career paths, the individual must construct his or her own trajectory’ (Mortimore, 2009, p.150).    And transitions are life-wide: movements between education and work are interdependent with other changes, for example in life style, family formation or housing (Buchholz et al., 2009).  
This more complex, prolonged and individualised model appears to describe transitions more accurately than the single, abrupt movement implied by the term ‘transition from education to work’; hence the use of the term ‘education-work transitions’ in this chapter.  Many researchers go further and describe this new model as the outcome of a radical, general transformation in youth transitions, depicted in such concepts as ‘destandardization’, ‘detraditionalization’ and ‘fragmentation’ (EGRIS, 2001; Brooks, 2009; Mortimore, 2009).  This view is associated with sociological theories of risk and late modernity, which argue that young people are more self-reflexive, less constrained by traditional social pressures or the constraints of gender, race and class, and more able to exercise agency in constructing their ‘choice biographies’ (Beck, 1992; Furlong & Cartmel, 2007).  However, some recent studies challenge this orthodoxy.  On the one hand, they show that transitions in earlier periods were also non-linear and fragmented; the myth of a golden age of smooth, brief transitions is illusory, or at least exaggerated (Goodwin & O’Connor, 2005).  Conversely, education-work transitions continue to be relatively smooth, linear and predictable for many young people; those who experience destandardized traditions tend to be the most disadvantaged young people with the least control over their own destinies, not the self-managing authors of ‘choice biographies’ (Furlong et al., 2003; du Bois-Reymond, 2009).  In many respects transitions are just as structured and predictable today - for example, in relation to gender and social class - as in earlier times (Smyth et al., 2001; Gayle, Lambert & Murray, 2009).  The subjective experience of transition may have changed: individual young people may feel that their transitions are more complex, open and individualized, but in reality they are still heavily mediated by social structures (Furlong & Cartmel, 2007).   

Differences
The ‘new model’ of transition described above, while reflecting a general pattern, varies across countries; having discussed similarities in national transition patterns and outcomes, we now examine the differences.  The following discussion aims to show the ways in which countries vary and to illustrate the scale of this variation with reference to (mainly) European countries.  If it appears to present a complex picture, the following section will attempt to impose order on the complexity.
We start with indicators of successful and unsuccessful transitions.  In European OECD countries in 2007 the unemployment rate among under-25 year-olds ranged from 7-8 per cent in Denmark, Iceland, Ireland, Norway and Switzerland to 19 per cent or more in Belgium, Italy, Poland, Slovakia and Turkey (OECD, 2008a).  Among non-European countries, there were rates of 6.7 per cent in Mexico, 7.7 per cent in Japan, 8.8 per cent in Korea, 9.4 per cent in Australia, 10.5 per cent in the US and 11.2 per cent in Canada.  In many countries young people benefited from general improvements in national economic performance: between 1997 and 2007 the youth unemployment rate halved in Ireland and Spain and also fell substantially in Finland, Greece and Italy, although within Europe the highest rates continued to be found in countries of southern and eastern Europe along with Belgium, France and Sweden.  But some of these gains are now being reversed; young people are disproportionately affected by the economic downturn since 2007.   
Youth unemployment rates are based on young people who enter the full-time labor market; in some countries they are high because most people continue in education instead.  An alternative indicator of unsuccessful transition outcomes is the proportion of all young people who are not in education, employment or training - the NEET group.  Some countries, such as Finland, France and Spain, have had relatively high youth unemployment rates but moderate or low NEET rates.  The opposite is true in Mexico and the US (Quintini & Martin, 2006).  A high NEET rate is much more serious if turnover among this group is low.  The proportion of NEET young people in 1997 who remained NEET continuously for five years was about 30 per cent in Italy, about 20 per cent in Greece and above 10 per cent in several other countries including France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and Spain.
Merely obtaining employment is not a sufficient indicator of a successful transition.  As Quintini and Martin (2006, p.15) note, ‘[a]mong school leavers who find a job, temporary employment seems to be the rule in Europe’.  In Spain, Portugal, Poland, Sweden, France, Germany, Finland and Italy more than half of young people who were employed a year after leaving school in 2004 were on temporary contracts.  This proportion was below 20% in Iceland, Ireland, Austria, the UK, Slovakia and Hungary.  
As noted above, young people who recently entered the labor market are less favorably placed than more experienced workers.  However, countries vary in the speed of labor-market integration, that is, the speed with which recent young entrants converge towards ‘adult’ patterns of labor-market behavior.  This is measured by comparing people with different lengths of experience in the full-time labor market (0-2 years, 3-5 years, 5-10 years, and so on) with respect to unemployment rates, occupational distributions, temporary employment, rate of entry to and exit from unemployment, and so on.  The speed of labor-market integration varies across European countries: the precise pattern depends on the chosen indicator but integration is typically fastest in Denmark, Germany, Austria and the Netherlands and slowest in southern European countries (except Portugal) and (in many analyses) in France, Belgium, Ireland and Sweden (CEDEFOP, 2001; Gangl, 2001; Couppié & Mansuy, 2003).
Further country differences are found if the transition process is conceptualized as a sequence of transitions through a range of statuses.  Some statuses are specific to certain countries, or are more common in some countries than others.  For example, in some countries many young people experience dual statuses which combine education and employment.  Germany, Austria and Denmark have particularly high numbers of apprentices and the UK, Denmark and the Netherlands have large numbers both of ‘working students’ with part-time student jobs and of ‘studying workers’ who take part-time courses but not as part of an apprenticeship (Wolbers, 2003).  In other countries dual statuses are a less important feature of transition (Kerckhoff, 2000).  Between the ages of 15 and 29 the average person in Denmark, Iceland or the Netherlands may expect to spend more than four years in a dual status combining education and employment; in Austria, Finland, Germany, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK this period is greater than two years; in the other European countries, including all southern and eastern European countries as well as Belgium and France, the average period is shorter (OECD, 2008b).  
Brzinsky-Fay (2007) compared young people during the first five years after leaving initial education in ten European countries.   He compared their sequences of transitions between five statuses: education, apprenticeship, employment, unemployment and inactivity.  He identified eight clusters, or types of sequence, whose incidence varied across countries.  In the UK, Belgium, France and (to a lesser extent) Ireland and Portugal the cluster that accounted for the greatest number of school leavers usually involved a relatively rapid and sustained transition to employment; Brzinsky-Fay labeled this the ‘express’ sequence type.  The most frequent type of sequence in Italy, Spain and (to a lesser extent) Greece was characterized by a high incidence of unemployment throughout the five-year period; this was labeled ‘failure’.  More than half of young people in Germany experienced the sequence type ‘bridge’, in which apprenticeship provided a bridge between school and employment.  This sequence was also common in Denmark, although a larger proportion of young Danes experienced the sequence type ‘return’, marked by a return to full-time education, usually after a period of employment.  Young people in Greece were more evenly spread across the different sequence types, the most common being ‘failure’, ‘express’ and ‘break’, a sequence in which young people spent brief periods in ‘waiting loops’ before entering employment; the ‘break’ sequence was also common in France and Ireland.   
Countries vary, therefore, not only in transition outcomes such as unemployment rates and types of employment but also in the dynamic processes by which such outcomes may be achieved.  There are further differences in the correlations between outcomes and educational attainment.  In most countries high attainment helps to protect young people against unemployment, but this is less true in southern Europe, although attainment there is as strongly correlated as elsewhere with the level of occupation entered (Gangl, 2003).  The relative labor-market value of vocational (compared with academic) qualifications tends to be higher in Austria, Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands than in other European countries (Gangl, 2003).  A study of higher education graduates in thirteen (mainly European) countries provides a more qualitative perspective on the link between education and employment (Allen & van der Velden, 2007).  Only about half of graduates in the UK, Germany and Italy felt that their higher education programs had provided ‘valid entry tickets’ to the labor market and a basis for long-term employability, compared with three-quarters in Norway.  Respondents in the UK, Spain, Italy and the Czech Republic were the most likely, and those in Norway and Finland were the least likely, to feel that that the skills they had gained in higher education were underutilized at work.  
Iannelli and Smyth (2008) describe how gender and social inequalities in transitions varied across twelve European countries.  Women tended to be most disadvantaged in gaining access to employment in southern European countries and in France and Belgium; they were least disadvantaged in the east European countries studied.  Little of this disadvantage in any country was mediated by education.  Among those who found jobs women tended to enter higher-status occupations; their relative advantage tended to be greatest in southern as well as eastern European countries, as well as Belgium, and in most countries this relative advantage was at least partly mediated by higher educational attainment.  Social inequalities in occupational levels (measured through parental education) also tended to be highest in southern and eastern European countries and in Belgium; social inequalities in access to employment were highest in Belgium and Hungary, together with Sweden and Slovakia.  

Understanding national differences
The previous section described differences as well as similarities across countries in the processes and outcomes of education-work transitions.  However, even within Europe the picture is a complex one.  Does all this cross-national variation form a pattern?  And what are the main explanations of national differences?  

Looking for the magic bullet: apprenticeship
In the 1980s and 1990s policy-makers were primarily interested in cross-national comparisons in order to identify ‘best practice’ in vocational education and training and to find ways to tackle the current high rates of youth unemployment.  Many felt they had found the answer to both challenges in apprenticeship (Hamilton, 1987; Rose & Wignanek, 1990; Blossfeld, 1994).  Apprenticeship had been a low quality, traditional institution that survived in some European countries; but a major reform of apprenticeship in 1969 in Germany, and subsequently in other countries, appeared to transform its impact (Ryan, 1999).  Skill levels tended to be higher, youth unemployment rates lower, and labor-market integration speedier, in countries with large apprenticeship systems.  Did this reflect inherent advantages of apprenticeships and could these advantages transfer to other countries?  Was apprenticeship the magic bullet which could ensure positive transition outcomes? 
Apprenticeship programs typically involve a combination of workplace experience (including productive work as well as learning) and school-based study in pursuit of an occupationally specific qualification.  The way they are organised, for example the roles of education and labor-market authorities, varies from country to country.  So does their scale: in countries such as Denmark, Germany, Norway and Switzerland apprenticeships are the main form of vocational education and training at upper-secondary level; in other countries, such as France, the Netherlands and the UK, they sit alongside a larger school-based vocational sector (OECD, 2000).  Apprenticeship has several advantages compared with other means of preparing young people for working life (Ryan, 1998; Raffe, 2003).  Apprentice training is centered on the workplace and current occupational practice, so its relevance can be ensured and it can keep up with changes in working practices.  It provides an opportunity to acquire the social as well as the technical skills required at work, and for the tacit learning which can be as important as more explicit learning.  It offers pedagogical advantages, by allowing theoretical learning to be linked to its application.  It can motivate young people to learn by demonstrating the relevance of their learning and by enabling them to acquire an occupational identity.  And it provides an easier transition into full employment.  Many employers use apprenticeships primarily to recruit and train their own future employees.  But even if they are not kept on by the company that trains them, apprentices may be attractive to other employers who are more likely to trust the skills and attitudes acquired in a real workplace than in a formal educational setting.  
However, apprenticeship also has its disadvantages.  Studies find that the labor-market outcomes of apprenticeship are not consistently superior to other forms of vocational learning, and any short-term advantages tend to dissipate as former apprentices show less flexibility in the longer term (Ryan, 1998; van der Velden & Lodder, 1995).  Gender and ethnic inequalities in access to apprenticeship tend to wider than for school-based vocational education.  In many countries apprenticeship has become less attractive to young people because it does not provide easy access to higher education; where it is offered alongside a large school-based vocational education sector, as in Austria, France and the Netherlands, it tends to become the lower-status route (OECD, 1998).  In many countries it is a constant challenge to persuade employers to offer enough apprentice places, especially during recessions when employers cut back on recruitment and training (OECD, 2000).   There is a recurrent tension between quantity and quality: between ensuring an adequate supply of places and ensuring the quality of the training and its relevance to the needs of the learner as well as the employer (Fuller & Unwin, 2003).  Finally, a successful apprenticeship system is dependent on institutional conditions which are lacking in many countries (Soskice, 1993).  There have been numerous attempts to export the apprenticeship model to other countries but they tend to have had limited success (Hamilton & Hamilton, 1999).
And, in practice, an apprenticeship system is neither a sufficient nor a necessary condition for effective transitions.  At a time when Germany’s dual system was being acclaimed as the secret of its successful transitions, commentators pointed out that education-work transitions were at least as smooth in Japan, a country whose institutional arrangements could hardly have been more different (Ryan, 1999).  Some of the claimed benefits of apprenticeship could be met by other institutional arrangements, such as American co-operative education, European alternance provision, school-organised work placements or even a more imaginative exploitation of students’ part-time jobs (OECD, 2000).    

Transition systems: explanatory frameworks
The debate about apprenticeships illustrates two significant themes in the wider understanding of transitions.  First, it shows that the same solution will not necessarily work in all countries. Second, it shows that no single institutional arrangement or policy instrument can solve the problem; a wide range of factors shape transition processes and outcomes in each country.  The concept of ‘transition system’ builds on these insights.  Rather than focus on a single institutional factor such as apprenticeship, transition-system research has tried to show how different features of a country’s institutional and structural arrangements combine to create transition systems with distinctive ‘logics’, resulting in different patterns of transition.  Thus, it explains the apparent (if variable) success of apprenticeship as part of wider national patterns, and in terms of broader explanatory frameworks.  Below I describe four such explanatory frameworks which researchers have used to explain national differences in transition patterns and outcomes; they are not mutually exclusive but they have different theoretical starting points and they focus on different aspects of transitions.  
One set of explanations draws on the sociological study of stratification processes and social reproduction, and refers to features of education and training systems as determining factors.  Allmendinger’s (1989) seminal comparison of Germany, Norway and the US proposed standardization and stratification as two such features.  Standardization refers to the uniformity of standards, for example with respect to curricula and school-leaving qualifications, across an education system.  Transitions are smoother in standardized systems because employers can rely on the information in standardized certificates and new entrants can be matched with suitable jobs without repeated job changes.  Stratification refers to the extent and form of tracking, especially at the secondary educational level; in stratified systems there is a tighter coupling between education and a differentiated occupational structure. In addition to standardization and stratification, other characteristics of education systems associated with national transition patterns include vocational specificity, the extent to which young people leave the system with specific skills and occupational identities, and the scale of higher education - the proportion of a cohort continuing beyond secondary education (Müller & Shavit, 1998).  The common strand that connects these features is that transitions are claimed to be smoother, faster and more predictable, and job changes less frequent, in systems where the education and training system has already differentiated young people both horizontally and vertically into tracks or pathways leading to different labor-market destinations.  Hence the impact of apprenticeship, which is one (but only one) way by which young people may be channeled into specific occupational destinations.  
A second set of explanations draws on theories of labor-market segmentation which distinguish between occupational labor markets (OLMs) and internal labor markets (ILMs) as the dominant national form (Marsden, 1986; Garonna & Ryan, 1991; Gangl, 2001).  Some approaches include secondary or competitive labor markets as a third category.  OLMs are organised around occupations, which are clearly defined with standardized qualifications and entry requirements.  In labor markets dominated by OLMs the integration of new entrants tends to be faster; young workers enter relatively easily on the basis of occupationally specific qualifications; they achieve adult working patterns relatively quickly but their rate of upward mobility is slower.  ILMs are organised around enterprises and occupational boundaries are less clearly defined. Entry to labor markets where ILMs dominate is based on levels of attainment rather than specific skills and young people are typically at the back of the queue for jobs.  Once they enter an enterprise they may move up the occupational ladder and move between occupations.  
The OLM/ILM distinction is closely related to the distinction between qualification space and organizational space, developed by Maurice, Sellier and Silvestre (1986) from their comparison of workplaces in Germany and France.  The two types of space define different ‘logics’ which govern the recruitment, training, deployment and mobility of workers.  In Germany (OLMs, qualification space) employers used vocational qualifications to organize jobs and allocate workers to jobs; in France (ILMs, organizational space) education was less closely related to the workplace, vocational skills were mainly obtained on the job and the association between qualifications and jobs was consequently looser.  Maurice, Sellier and Silvestre’s work has influenced numerous comparative studies of transition (e.g. Ashton & Lowe, 1991; Ryan, Garonna & Edwards, 1991; CEDEFOP, 2001; Müller & Gangl, 2003).  Their ‘societal analysis’ approach emphasises the interdependence of different societal institutions such as the economy and labor market, education and training, family structures, political cultures, and so on.  Societal analysis provides a bridge between the OLM/ILM approach based on labor markets and the explanatory framework based on education and training systems.  An OLM is only sustainable if the education and training system prepares young people with occupationally specific skills: apprenticeships are one way in which this can be done.  There is thus a link between OLM systems and education and training systems that are standardized, stratified and vocationally specific.  
A third explanatory framework draws on signaling and network theories, among others, to analyze institutional linkages between education and the labor market and the information flows that they sustain.  It predicts that transitions are smoother where the flows of information between education and the labor market are continuous, extensive and trusted.  On the one hand, schools and students need to have information about opportunities for employment and about the skills, knowledge and qualifications required to access them; on the other hand, employers need information which they can trust about the content and standards of educational programs and qualifications, and about the calibre of individual applicants for jobs.  Information of this kind may be communicated through informal networks to which students may gain access through family connections or by taking part-time jobs.  Rosenbaum et al. (1990) pointed out that networks could be institutional as well as personal, and that institutional networks could take different forms in different countries.  Germany, the UK, Japan and the US provided contrasting examples of institutional networks which shaped transition processes and outcomes in their respective countries.  German apprenticeships helped young people to find jobs, not only by equipping them with marketable skills but also by enabling them to demonstrate their performance to a potential employer, or to one whose reference would be trusted by other employers.  The UK’s programs for unemployed young people performed a similar screening function which was as important as their training function.  In Japan, employers had close links with high-school staff who screened and selected potential workers for recruitment.  Rosenbaum and his colleagues suggested that institutional networks in their fourth country, the US, were less common and less salient.  
Qualifications are another means of communication between education and the labor market: they are used to indicate the achievements of school leavers seeking jobs and to express the requirements of employers.  Such market signals are stronger and clearer in some countries than in others, and qualifications may be used in different ways in different contexts (for example to certify specific occupational competence or as a general indicator of potential).  Employers’ confidence in qualifications varies across countries, partly in relation to the proximity of education to the labor market.  Networks, both personal and institutional, may sustain trust in qualifications or provide an alternative to qualifications where such trust is absent.  Hannan, Raffe and Smyth (1996) proposed a typology of transition systems based on different types of linkages between education and employment:
1.	strong linkage where employers and schools jointly deliver training (e.g. Germany);
2.	collinear linkage where there is strong emphasis on vocational education, in which employers play a strong shaping role, for example by specifying standards, but without joint delivery (e.g. the Netherlands);
3.	de-coupled systems with strong market signals (e.g. the UK, France);
4.	systems with a school-placement function (e.g. Japan); and
5.	de-coupled systems with weak market signals (e.g. the US).
Each of the three explanatory frameworks described above offers an explanation for the apparent success of apprenticeship in supporting smooth transitions.  They attribute this success respectively to a channeling effect, to the operation of OLMs to which apprenticeships give access, and to the information flows which they sustain.  However, by analyzing the processes underlying the impact of apprenticeships, all three frameworks draw attention to the fact that the same processes may occur under other institutional conditions than apprenticeship, and that the impact of apprenticeship is itself contingent on other features of the transition system.  Apprenticeship, in other words, is neither a necessary not a sufficient condition of successful transitions.  
The fourth explanatory framework focuses attention, not on the functions and processes supported by different institutional arrangements, but rather on the cultures and values that are claimed to underlie them.  This approach also views each system holistically, but instead of analyzing the functional interdependence of societal institutions and the ‘logic’ which emerges from their interaction, it examines the coherence that arises from this common cultural base.  It takes as its starting point Esping-Anderson’s (1990) three European models of welfare capitalism: a social-democratic or universalistic model which aims to promote equality and provide universal benefits (Nordic countries); a conservative or employment-based model which reproduces existing status differences and tends to be based on social insurance (continental European countries); and a liberal model (UK, Ireland) with means-tested benefits and limited social insurance.  These models or ‘welfare regimes’ have been refined and revised over the years; several analysts have added a family-oriented model to describe southern European countries and a post-socialist category in central and eastern European (Blossfeld et al., 2005; Iannelli & Smyth, 2008).  The typology was not developed specifically to explain national differences in education-work transitions; researchers who use it for this purpose typically argue that the social values, priorities and interpretations embodied in national institutions are reflected in the ways they shape transitions.  For example, in social-democratic or universalistic regimes young people’s ascribed characteristics have less impact on their transitions; in family-oriented regimes families play a stronger role in supporting transitions.  These cultural differences tend to be reflected in the design of policies to support disadvantaged young people, and the welfare-regime approach has been applied especially to the comparative analysis of such policies (Walther, 2006; Niemeyer, 2007).  It has also been used to study transitions across the life course.  For example, it finds stronger incentives for re-qualification and lifelong learning in the social-democratic and liberal regimes than in the conservative or family-oriented regimes (Buchholz et al., 2009). 

A dichotomy of transition systems
The four explanatory frameworks described above do not cover all the possible explanations of differences in transition systems.  Nor are they mutually exclusive; they often point to similar contrasts between countries.  Indeed, Maurice, Sellier and Silvestre’s (1986) more holistic analysis of qualification and organizational spaces links analyses based respectively on types of education and training system, on OLMs and ILMs, and on linkages with the labor market.  Hannan, Raffe and Smyth (1996) reviewed the current literature and concluded that the most important features of transition systems appeared to be standardization, stratification and the strength of linkages.  When they classified countries on this basis they found that most countries clustered on the diagonal of the matrix defined by these dimensions. Much of the variation in transition systems could, it seemed, be expressed in terms of a single dimension or broad continuum.  
Other analysts have represented this continuum as a dichotomy. The interim report of the OECD’s Thematic Review identified two types of countries: those with institutionalised, holistic vocational education pathways more tightly connected to occupationally organized labor markets, with safety nets for those who fall through the cracks; and countries with ‘relatively open labour markets that value generic employability attributes, rather than specific occupational qualifications’ (OECD, 1999b, p. 19).  Summarising themes from studies of transitions in Canada, Germany, the US and the UK, Heinz (1999, p. 19) contrasted transition systems with ‘formalised training arrangements that are connected with an occupationally centered labor market’ and systems based on ‘comprehensive schools and liberal arts colleges that at best have weak linkages to the labor market’.  Kerckhoff (2000) contrasted ‘Type 1’ societies, with stratified and standardized education systems offering progressive specialization into occupationally specific streams, with little opportunity to change direction, and ‘Type 2’ societies where education systems were less standardized, less stratified and more flexible, and where the linkages between education and the labor market were much weaker.  In each of these contrasts, Germany is an example of the first type, and the US of the second type, with countries such as France and the UK in between.  As we have seen, OLM systems tend to require highly standardised, vocationally-specific qualifications which may be delivered through apprenticeships and which reflect and reinforce strong linkages between education and the labor market.  Consequently ‘Type 1’ countries tend also to be OLM countries, whereas ‘Type 2’ countries tend to be ILM countries. 

[Figure 1 about here]
Figure 1 summarises the common ground of these analyses and describes the institutional characteristics and the transition patterns and outcomes associated with each type of transition system.  Both types have strengths and weaknesses.  Transitions in Type 1 systems tend to be smoother and more predictable, with a stronger correlation between education and labor-market destinations and a lower risk of unemployment.  New entrants’ standing in the labor market is defined by their qualified status rather than by their lack of seniority, and they more quickly converge towards ‘adult’ patterns of employment.   On the other hand, Type 2 systems offer greater flexibility in entering the labor market and more opportunities for occupational or career mobility within it.  Gender and social inequalities may be less acute.  Some commentators argue that Type 2 societies engender optimism, a sense of agency and skills of career management (Bynner & Roberts, 1991; Arnett, 2006).  Mortimore and Krüger (2000, p. 493) suggest that the ‘loosely coupled’ (Type 2) arrangements in the US allow changes of direction and ‘foster an active entrepreneurial orientation towards work ... and a sense of optimism about future prospects’.

Putting the dichotomy to the test
The dichotomy described above, and the explanatory frameworks which underpin it, are based on theoretical speculation as much as on empirical testing.  To the extent that they are based on empirical studies these tend to cover a narrow range of countries: primarily Canada, France, Germany, Japan, the UK and the US.  Cross-national typologies based on a selected handful of countries often break down when applied to a larger number.  How has the dichotomy stood up to empirical test?
Most empirical studies to test typologies of transition systems have been based wholly or mainly on European systems.  However, one of the first such studies, led by Müller and Shavit (1998), covered a wider range of countries.  They tested the distinction between qualification and organizational spaces on the basis of its capacity to predict the association between education and first occupation for thirteen countries.  They concluded that Germany, Switzerland and the Netherlands were qualification spaces (OLM countries) and the US, Australia, Britain, Ireland and Japan were organizational spaces (ILM countries).  Five countries - France, Italy, Israel, Sweden and Taiwan - did not fall neatly into either category.  This was somewhat contrary to expectation, given that France had been the original model for Maurice, Sellier and Silvestre’s (1986) concept of organizational space.  It suggested that whereas OLM countries formed an identifiable group, countries dominated by ILMs were more heterogeneous.  A further study of the current fifteen European Union member-states tested the dichotomy against a wider range of indicators of transition (Smyth et al., 2001; Müller & Gangl, 2003).  Like Müller and Shavit it identified a relatively distinct group of OLM countries and a more heterogeneous group of ILM countries.  It also identified a third group, of southern European countries, with distinctive processes and outcomes of transition.  These countries were characterised by historically low levels of general education, recently reversed by rapid expansion, and continuing low levels of vocational education and training.  Unemployment levels were high and young people took a long time to become integrated into the labour market, partly because of employment protection and other aspects of market rigidity, and partly because strong family support systems cushioned young people against the effects of unemployment.  
Subsequent studies of European countries have reached similar conclusions about types of systems.  That is, OLM countries emerge as a distinct category, usually comprising Austria, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland, and southern European countries emerge as another relatively distinct category, but the ILM countries of northern and western Europe are more heterogeneous.  Recent comparisons include central and eastern European countries, which often appear as a fourth, post-socialist, type of transition system.  This type appears to be characterized by: relatively early transitions to the labor market (but decreasingly so, due to rapid growth in participation in post-compulsory education); flexible youth labor markets, with extensive informal sectors offering precarious and irregular employment; high levels of inactivity and of underemployment rather than unemployment; a formerly weak, but rapidly strengthening association between educational level and labor-market chances; and relatively wide social and geographical inequalities (the former substantially mediated by education) but smaller gender inequalities.  However, there are wide variations within and between countries in central and eastern Europe, and transition patterns are changing as countries become liberal market economies.  It is too early to say whether there is distinctive and enduring post-socialist type of transition system; if there is such a type, it is diverse and subject to rapid change (CEDEFOP 2001, Predborska, Ivaschenko & Roberts, 2004; Kogan & Unt, 2005; Saar, 2005; Roberts, 2006; Huitfeldt, 2008). 
Researchers using typologies based on welfare regimes have similarly expanded them to include a southern European regime and a post-socialist regime.  The welfare-regime approach has not been tested against empirical data as rigorously as typologies based on educational and labor-market institutions.  However, Iannelli and Smyth (2008) have found that it helps to explain inequalities, and especially gender differences, in transition patterns.  In family-oriented (southern European) and conservative regimes young women are at a disadvantage in finding jobs, despite their higher qualifications, although when they do find jobs they are in higher-status occupations.  Young women do not experience disadvantage in finding jobs in social-democratic (Nordic) and post-communist welfare regimes.
Typologies of transition systems tend not to be robust: typologies based on different assumptions or constructed in different ways allocate countries differently.   For example, the welfare-regimes typology differs from typologies based on education systems, labor markets or linkages by placing most continental European countries in the same category.  Thus, Germany and France both appear as conservative (or employment-based) regimes, rather than in different categories as ‘Type 1’ (or OLM) and ‘Type 2’ (or ILM) systems respectively.  Some analyses based on labor-market patterns identify Sweden and Finland as OLM countries; others include them with the ILM countries.   A labor-market based analysis for the European Union (CEDEFOP, 2001) produced yet another typology, which distinguished four types of transition system associated respectively with OLMs (Austria, Denmark, Germany), ILMs (Italy, Greece), competitive or secondary labor markets (Finland, France, Sweden) and a mixed category (Belgium, Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain and the UK).  Regardless of how types of transition systems are defined, each type tends to be heterogeneous.  The fifteen-country study mentioned above concluded that typologies could only take the explanation so far: each country’s transition system had unique characteristics that had to be understood in terms of its own internal logic (Smyth et al., 2001).  The final report of the OECD’s Thematic Review, based on a larger number of countries than the interim report which proposed two types of transition systems, rejected typologies in favour of a ‘multi-dimensional approach’ (OECD, 2000, p. 30).  
The main building blocks of a multi-dimensional approach are the ‘dimensions of system variation’ identified by the explanatory frameworks discussed earlier: standardization, stratification, vocational specificity, ILM/OLM, strength of linkages, and so on (Smyth et al., 2001; for a more detailed analysis see Raffe, 2008).  These dimensions define the features whose combination in a transition system generates its distinctive logic.  The typologies discussed above provide heuristic illustrations of how dimensions may be combined to generate particular system logics, but as ideal types and not as representations of actual transition systems.   Over time, as comparative transition research has covered a wider range of countries, additional dimensions have been found to be important.  For example, studies which included southern European countries drew attention to the importance of family support structures, and of employment protection and other forms of labor-market regulation, as determinants of national transition patterns.  The importance of labor-market regulation has been confirmed by other studies: young people in tightly regulated labor markets experience more difficult transitions but enjoy more stable employment once they find it (van der Velden & Wolbers, 2003; Blossfeld et al., 2005; Breen, 2005).  A recent study identified further dimensions of system variation that were needed to analyze transitions across selected countries of eastern Europe (Serbia, the Ukraine) and beyond (Egypt) (Huitfeldt, 2008).  These additional dimensions included the flexibility and proactiveness of education and training systems and the significance of informal and family economies.  They same study extended the concept of ‘linkages’ between education and labor market by drawing attention to the institutions which interfaced between them, such as active labor market policies and the services offering information, advice and guidance.  
A multi-dimensional approach aims to be holistic: it focuses, not on individual dimensions or institutional patterns but on the ways they interact.  As the authors of a seventeen-country study of transitions across the life course conclude:
The permanence of country-specific differences can be justified theoretically in that the institutional systems and social structures of modern societies are interwoven arrangements with a high degree of internal complementarity.  They can only be grasped adequately in their totality as country-specific institutional packages. (Buchholz et al., 2009, p. 67, original emphases) 
Each country’s transition system needs to be understood as a cluster of institutional arrangements which generate a distinctive ‘logic’ of transition.  

Policy learning from transition-system research
The complex, prolonged and individualized ‘new model’ of transition, described above, is particularly congruent with the concept of lifelong learning.  Both reject the idea that life divides neatly between a phase of learning and a phase when the outcomes of learning are applied in work.  Both acknowledge the variety of modes and contexts of learning and the significance of informal as well as formal learning.  It is therefore not surprising that many policy debates about education-work transitions, notably the OECD’s (2000) Thematic review, are framed by a lifelong learning perspective.  However, the ‘new model’ describes some transition systems better than others, and a lifelong learning perspective may consequently be more applicable in some countries than others.  ‘Type 1’ systems with their quicker, more predictable and structured transitions place more emphasis on initial education, while ‘Type 2’ systems with their greater flexibility and mobility place more emphasis on continuing education and training.  Liberal and social-democratic welfare regimes provide stronger incentives for re-qualification and lifelong learning than conservative and family-oriented regimes (Buchholz et al., 2009). 

Such differences provide the context for the third question posed at the beginning of this chapter: can policy lessons could be drawn from comparing education-work transitions in different countries, and if so how?  In particular, how can comparisons be used to design more effective institutions and policies for transition?  There are at least four strategies for doing so.

1. Policy borrowing: identifying best practice  
The first strategy uses cross-national comparisons to find out ‘what works’: to identify the policies or institutional arrangements that produce the most successful transitions, with a view to adopting them at home.  In addition to apprenticeships, discussed earlier in this chapter, countries have looked to each other for best practice in a range of areas such as support for at-risk youngsters, labor-market regulation, active manpower policy and the provision of information, advice and guidance.  However, as the apprenticeship example illustrates, the cross-national search for best practice has often been in vain.  The concept of transition system suggests why: each system is defined by a distinctive logic, so policies or institutions which work in terms of one system’s logic may not work in terms of another.  This does not mean that no best practice is transferable: some policies and practices may be less dependent on system logics than others.  It is likely (for example) that some pedagogical techniques, or ways of organizing support such as mentoring, are more transferable than policies focused on institutional structures.  And it may be possible to learn from good practice elsewhere but adapt it to the national context (possibly drawing on one of the other three strategies for comparison described below).  The transferability of best practice, in other words, is a matter of degree - not a stark choice between complete transferability and complete non-transferability.  

2. Keeping comparisons within the family
The second strategy draws on this insight.  If the different logics of national transition systems explain why best practice may not transfer between them, then we would expect to find more scope for transfer between countries whose logics are similar.  And in practice more mutual learning does take place among countries with similar transition systems, although this may reflect practical considerations such as a shared language or geographical proximity rather than a deliberate strategy for policy learning.  However, our review of researchers’ typologies of transition systems points to the limitations of this strategy.  In the first place, identifying ‘similar’ countries is not straightforward.  Researchers generate different typologies of countries depending on the problems they address, their theoretical perspectives and their methods of research.  And however countries are assigned to types, the research finds heterogeneity within each category.  Countries which appear to have the same type of transition system may still differ sufficiently to make it doubtful whether best practice will transfer between them.  

3. Searching for generic factors
The third strategy uses cross-national comparisons to draw transferable conclusions, but at a higher analytical level than identifying specific institutions or policies that ‘work’.  For example, the OECD’s (2000) Thematic Review argued that no single policy or institution could guarantee success.  Instead, it identified six ‘key ingredients of successful transition systems’: a healthy economy; well organised pathways that connect initial education with work and further study; widespread opportunities for workplace experience to be combined with education; tightly knit safety nets for those at risk; good information and guidance; and effective institutions and processes.  These conditions for success apply to all transition systems although different policies or institutions might be needed to satisfy the conditions.  Other policy-focused comparisons have adopted a similar generic approach.  For instance, a recent European study defined four quality criteria for vocational preparation programs that would apply in different national contexts: collaboration, reflexivity, inclusiveness and situated pedagogy (Niemeyer, 2007).  Van der Velden’s (2001) analysis of three functions of education, as the basis for analysing national institutional differences, is an even more abstract example of the same approach.  The assumption underlying these approaches is that there are common factors which contribute to success in all transition systems, if only we look for them at the right level of abstraction.  If so, we might expect the empirical research to converge on a clear and agreed understanding of what these factors are, but it is doubtful whether this is happening.  Researchers might broadly agree with the OECD’s six ingredients of successful transition systems, but these could be criticised as being vague (‘good information and guidance’) or circular, describing successful transitions rather than the things that made them successful (‘effective institutions and processes’).   They are probably more useful as heuristic aids to policy thinking than as precise, rigorously researched prescriptions for action.  In this respect they may belong with the fourth strategy for policy learning, described below.  

4. Understanding system logics
The fourth and arguably most appropriate strategy for policy learning from international comparisons is to use them to gain greater understanding of the logic of one’s own transition system.  Comparisons help us to recognise distinctive features of our own system; in the words of Broadfoot (2000, p.357) they help to ‘make the familiar strange’.  They identify the key dimensions of system variation, and they provide ideal types which illustrate the ways in which these may be connected and the types of system logics that they provide.  However, they do not provide ready-made policy solutions, either in the form of policies to be borrowed or in the form of general success factors to be converted into policies.  They provide tools and insights to inform the task of analysing a national transition system and assessing the impact of alternative policies, but they do not substitute for this task.  This strategy is closest to the notion of a transition system as a distinctive ‘package’ of institutional dimensions which combine to generate a logic of transition that is specific to that systems.

Summary and conclusion
Six broad conclusions summarize the argument of this chapter.  
First, education-work transitions vary across countries, and this national variation tends to persist.  Not only do transition outcomes such as youth unemployment rates vary across countries, but so do transition processes such as the sequence of transitions, the extent and nature of job mobility and the fit between education and labor-market destinations.  The ‘new model’ of prolonged, complex and individualized transitions describes some countries better than others.  Despite substantial changes within countries, especially in countries undergoing rapid economic transformation such as Ireland, Mexico and the former socialist countries (Blossfeld et al., 2005; Kogan and Unt, 2005), there is little evidence of convergence towards a single international model of transition.   
Second, there are nevertheless important common features of the transition process.  In all countries young entrants’ position in the labor market differs from that of adults, and in many respects it is less favorable and deteriorating.  In all countries education has particular roles in preparing young people for the labor market.  And in all countries transitions are differentiated and unequal, and different categories of young people have different experiences.  These similarities are important because they provide a possible basis for analysing differences between transition systems, in terms of the ways in which common functions or trends are mediated by national institutions.  
Third, researchers attribute national differences in transition processes and outcomes, and their persistence in the face of globalization, to institutional differences between national ‘transition systems’.  Different explanatory frameworks, drawing on different theoretical traditions, respectively explain these differences in terms of characteristics of education and training systems, labor-market structures, the strength of education-work linkages and the assumptions and values underlying welfare regimes.  All these explanatory frameworks contribute towards explaining national differences in transitions, but none provides a complete explanation and empirical research has not enabled us to reject some explanations in favor of others.  Instead, it has drawn attention to further explanatory factors, such as family structures and the role of informal labor markets.   
Fourth, typologies capture some of the variation in national transition systems, but they leave substantial variation unaccounted for.  A commonly used typology of European countries distinguishes OLM, ILM, southern European and post-socialist countries, but other typologies group countries differently.  Different studies produce different typologies depending on their purposes and the methods used to identify them, and there is considerable heterogeneity within each type.  As cross-national comparisons have covered a larger number and wider variety of countries, so have typologies developed in earlier studies proved less adequate.  
Fifth, some researchers and policy analysts have reacted to the limits of typologies by adopting – explicitly or implicitly – a multi-dimensional approach which analyzes countries in terms of dimensions of system variation such as those identified by the explanatory frameworks reviewed above.  The different combination of these dimensions in each transition system create a unique logic which shapes the processes and outcomes of transition in that country.  Typologies may help to illuminate and illustrate these logics, but they provide ideal types not representations of actual transition systems.
Finally, simply comparing the policies and institutions of more and less successful transition systems is not sufficient to identify transferable ‘best practice’, as the effectiveness of any institution or policy may vary across transition systems.  Confining the search for best practice to similar transition systems, or looking for policy lessons at a more abstract level, provide partial solutions to this problem.  The most effective strategy for policy learning uses comparisons, not to provide ready-made policy solutions, but to provide a conceptual toolkit with which to analyze the transition system of one’s own country and consequently to develop policies that are effective in terms of that system.  

Future directions
This does not mean that the comparative task is complete, and that it is only necessary to apply the ‘toolkit’ to each country.  There are important questions remaining to be addressed.  For example:
As transition-system research has extended to a wider range of countries it has identified further explanatory frameworks and dimensions of system variation: family support structures, the informal economy, and so on.  Which dimensions would a further extension of the research to more non-European countries, and especially to non-OECD countries, identify as important?
Much transition system research focuses on national institutions.  What can it learn by focusing more on how institutions such as schools and companies function as organisations?
Transition-system research has focused more on explaining path-dependence in transition systems (that is, why they do not converge) than why they change at all.  What are the determinants and processes of change in transition systems?  
Is there potential for studies searching for generic success factors, which explain the success of transitions in all countries, to produce a cumulative body of results? 
How does a concept of transition system, based on bounded national systems, take account of the globalization of labour markets and the increasing movement of workers across national boundaries?  
Finally, young people have hitherto been losers in the globalization process.  Will their position relative to established workers continue to deteriorate, and are they better cushioned against the impact of globalization in some countries than others?
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Figure 1:  Two types of transition system

	Type 1	Type 2
Institutional features
Education and Training System	StandardizedStratified                                                                             Focus on occupationally specific skills	Less standardizedComprehensive, weak trackingFocus on general skills and employability
Links with Labor Market	Strong	Weak
Dominant Labor Markets	Occupational	Internal 
Transition processes and outcomes
Labor-market integration	Rapid 	Slow 
Unemployment risk	Low	High
Pathways	Predictable, hard to change direction	Flexible
Labor-market entry	Higher level, based on skill	Lower level, based on potential
Occupational and Career Mobility 	Low	High
Correlation between education and labor-market destination	Strong	Weak
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